Point 1: 


The other guy's post, he said something that didn't establish his point, he was saying: 

Quote start 

"When the verse about two female witnesses was revealed in Surah al-Baqarah, the Muslim community 
had just begun in Madina. This was an early Madinan Revelation, in a time when the women were in the 
process of being emancipated from their ignorance and subservience to men. Islam gave them the right 
to their own wealth, their own legal person in the sight of the law, and the right to an education." 


Quote end 


He then compares this to another verse and assumes that deals with the question of why 2 women 
witnesses for 1 man in that ayah. This isn't a sound argument, because: 

1) The Quran makes it clearer (textual mention) when there is abrogation (Such as Foods, Qiblah, 
etc.) 

2) The other side can argue that the subject of the verse in Surah Baqarah is about financial 
situations, and the subject of the verses in surah noor is witnesses to establish a hadd. (Which I 
will establish below: 


Key verses: 




(at least) One of the key *UoJt Js. Jb-jJl iol^S conditions is \jL ait U_>j. This is a financial 

condition linked to 


The condition of is in a financial condition of 


Premise: 


The jJ\ of is not jsj due to the ^1 j such as: 



f\ S>U- 53 Ig dj=z S\ % 

so the command is a recommendation from the beginning of the ayah 


Therefor: 







The jJ of Jdjd is not an always mandatory command because of premise 1, and because not all 
men will have the role of sdy (the from a tafseer perspective) because some women work instead 
of men, making the condition of l$j Ijjal ya 1 yuili \ UjJ not present anymore 

Therefor: 

The command of yLy can be interpreted as a command of recommendation. The form of 
measurement of weight of testimony in matters related to finance (as in the ayah) is based on whether 
that person is familiar with using money or not (by having a habit of working or spending, etc.). So 

from a tafseer perspective would refer to men with the July role conditions met (such as \yi£\ L->j), and 
the will NOT have the y* Ijiisl U-.J linked to them. The olfly.1 in this ayah are not familiar with 

financial situations, so their testimony is worth half, just like a testimony of an expert in any field related 
to any matter would outweigh the testimony of a layman in that field. 


All of the other verses of witnesses will refute the idea that the general rule of witnesses is that 1 man = 
2 women because there's no specification of gender in them, such as: 
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Point 2: 

Quote start 

"Look bro, if everyone got it wrong for 1400 years, and no one understands Arabic, Hadith and Islamic 
law better than you, is it not possible that you are getting it wrong?" 

Quote end 

1) There are many cases where people are making arguments that were possibly made in the past 
by scholars considered deviant, or that the works of that scholar haven't reached us today. 








2) If there was a strong argument against any claim made, there would be a desperate need to 
quote "Ijmaa" or "consensus" to refute the opinion instead of refuting the central point itself 


(Continues on Next Page) 


The claim of any complete Ijmaa is fallacious because: 

Refutation of Ijmaa: 

1) It's impossible to prove definitively that there is an ijmaa on any fatwah, there could be a 
scholar's opinion of difference that people don't know about. This apply to ALL CLAIMS of ijmaa. 

2) If ijmaa included scholars only, not including laymen; then how would you define a scholar in 

the first place? It's subjective. Any scholar who holds a deviant opinion would be no longer 
considered as a scholar but rather a "(Jjulj" such as Uoj Juuij etc. who for 

example reject the return of Isa AS in the Dunyah. 

When you quote other scholars, the people trying to argue for ijmaa will dismiss scholars that 
don't mention what they want to establish, and they'll say: "Oh you call that guy a scholar?" 

3) Any claim of ijmaa may take place at a certain time. If we define a scholar as someone who 
studies Islam 20 years full time, then imagine that there was "theoretically" an ijmaa on a ruling 
from year 1000-1300 then in the late 1300s a scholar went against the ijmaa, making it no 
longer an ijmaa. So how will we know that any claim of Ijmaa here in 2019 won't be refuted in 
100 years by a scholar? Also how do you know how much hours a scholar put in into studying 
the Deen? So if you are aware that person x studied for 20 years, that doesn't mean he's a 
scholar because he could be putting a small amount of hours each week. 

4) There's no Ijmaa' on the definition of ijmaa in the first place 

By the way, some of the dhahiris reject Ijmaa, so there's no "Ijmaa" that Ijmaa is an established way of 
establishing rulings. 



